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but, if the mode of citation has been manifestly insufficient as
judged by any civilized standard, they will not hesitate to
stigmatize the judgment as repugnant to natural justice and
for that reason to treat it as a nullity.
Effect of     The relevant cases in modern times have been confined to
w^nt ?f foreign decrees of divorce. In this field, despite a constant flow
otice in	o	,	-	»	•	• j   • r •      r	*
case of of judicial statement that such a decree is void if in fact the
respondent had no notice of the proceedings,1 there is no
decision in which its invalidity has been based on this ground
alone, provided that the service of notice to the respondent has
been in accordance with the recognized practice of the foreign
court. In Ruddv. Rudd* for instance, a husband petitioned for
divorce in Washington State, U.S.A., and notified his wife by
posting a copy of the complaint to an English address at which
she had never lived and by advertising the proceedings in the
Seattle Weekly News which she was not accustomed to read.
Horridge J, held that the subsequent decree was void since it
was pronounced in the absence and without the knowledge of
the wife, but there was the additional and more fatal objection
that the husband was domiciled in England. Again, in Mac-
alpine v. Macalpine^ where a divorce was obtained by a husband
in Wyoming, his place of domicil, there was not only a lack of
notice to the wife, but a fraud perpetrated upon the court. The
husband deliberately deceived the Wyoming court 'into letting
the petition come to trial without the wife being sent proper
notification as to the proceedings that were being taken'.4 On
the other hand, where the sole cause of complaint has been lack
of notice, there are three modern cases in which the plea of
repugnancy to natural justice has been invoked in vain.5
Quaere The broad result of the authorities, then, seems to be that
•JT^aits ^ ^e Procedural rules of the competent court have been regu-
in rem on larly and bona fide observed the decree of divorce will stand,
withstanding that in fact the respondent remained ignorant
of the proceedings, unless, indeed, those rules are so imperfect
as to be repugnant to English notions of natural justice.6 Of
course, it may be that this attitude now adopted by the courts
with regard to a judgment in rem^ such as a decree of divorce,
1	Pemberton v. Hughes, [1899] i Ch. 781, 790-1, 792-3, 796-7; Eater v.
Bater, [1906] P. 209, 237.
2	[1924] P. 72,	3 £I9S8] p. 3S<	4 ibid., at p. 40.
5	Boettcher v. Boettcher, [1949] W.N. 83; 93 SJ, 237; Maier v. Maker,
[1951] ?.42ilgrav.lgra, [1951] P. 404.
6	Macalpine v. Macalpine, [1958] P. 3 5, at p. 45, per Sachs J.

